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Albano and Saracco reply. In our paper [1], it is 
assumed that, at criticality and starting form a ground- 
state configuration, the order parameter (OP) decays ac- 
cording to 


OP{t) oc t 


-P/"±z 


(1) 


(Eq. (9) in [1]), where it is implicit that z = zn. In 
the preceding comment, Caracciolo et al. (CGGP) [2] 
have suggested, instead, that z must be interpreted as z±. 
Based on this assumption CGGP conclude that the expo- 
nent f3/p±z reported in [1] supports the field-theoretical 
equation developed in reference [3] (Eq.(l) in [1]), while 
the numerical estimate of the exponent c±_ differs from 
the prediction of both field-theoretical models considered 
by us, given by Eqs.(l) and (2) in [1], which were taken 
from references [3] and [4] , respectively. The conclusions 
of CGGP are in contrast to the main finding of our pa- 
per that fully supports the universality class predicted 
by Eq.(2) in [1]. 

Let us now show that the agreement between the expo- 
nent @/vxz±_ predicted by Eq.(l) in [1] and our numeri- 
cal data is merely coincidental and that the conclusions 
of CGGM are inconsistent since the relevance of the ex- 
ponent c±_ to determine the universality class is simply 
disregarded. 

Taking the logarithmic derivative of Eq.(l) at critical- 
ity one has 


dlnOP{t, 


OP* oc t 1 ^ ±z . 


(2) 


Furthermore, inserting Eq.(2) in Eq.(l) one gets 
ln(OP) oc —(3ln(OP*), which gives an unbiased estima- 
tion of (3 independent of any assumption about z. Our 
data shown in Figure 1 are well fitted by an exponent 
/3 = 0.330, in agreement with the universality class pre- 
dicted by Eq.(2) in [1], while the value (3 — 1/2 predicted 
by Eq.(l) in [1] can clearly be ruled out. 



OP* 


FIG. 1. Log- log plot of OP versus the logarithmic deriva- 
tive of OP. The full line with slope (3 = -0.330 is the best 
fit of the data. The dashed line has slope 13 = 1/2. 


,[From Eq.(2) it also follows that OP* v± oc t 1 ^. Our 
numerical results shown in figure 2 are in full agreement 
with z = Zu ~ 1.998, while the value z± ~ 4 suggested 
by CGGM can clearly be ruled out. 



FIG. 2. Log-log plots of the OP*"- 1 - versus t. The full line 
with slope l/z|| = 0.501 is the best fit of the data. The dashed 
line has slope l/z± = 0.25. 

Summing up, we have provide conclusive evidence 
showing that, in contrast to the suggestions of the preced- 
ing comment [2]: 1) The decay of the order parameter is 
governed by the time evolution of the correlation length 
parallel to the field and consequently the exponent z of 
Eq.(l) must be identified as z» as in our original paper 
[1]; 2) A numerical determination of the exponent (3 can 
be performed independently of any assumption on the 
value of z\ 3) All exponents measured are fully consis- 
tent with the universality class predicted by Eq.(2) in [1] 
and developed in reference [4]. 
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